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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

13. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 

for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 

regards as the invention. In claim 27, the applicant states "an apparatus according to 

claim 26, wherein system of gears, or pulleys and gears subjects the at least one 

conducting element to a constant pull between 600 and 1500 m/min." Subjecting the 

conducting element to a constant pull between 600 and 1500 m/min provides a process 

limitation, which does not further limit the apparatus being claimed and provides no 

additional structural limitation to the apparatus, and therefore renders the claim 

indefinite. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 20 - 21 , 23 - 25 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Solomon (U.S. 3,922,128) in view of Greenstreet, et al. (4,918,017). 
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Solomon teaches an apparatus for the production of a cable having at least one 
covering layer, said apparatus comprising at least one charging hopper (item 30 - figure 
1; column 2, lines 16 - 18), at least one extruder (item 28 - figure 1; column 2, lines 16 
- 18), one extrusion screw (item 32 - figure 2; column 2, line 18), and at least one 
extrusion head inside of which is contained a die (item 16 - figure 1; column 2, lines 24 
-25). 

Furthermore, the reference teaches that the apparatus is further comprised of at 
least one device for unwinding said conducting element (item 12 - figure 1; column 1, 
lines 66 - 67), a breaker plate positioned downstream of said at least one extrusion 
screw (item 38 - figure 2; column 2, lines 44 - 45), at least one device for winding said 
cable (item 26 - figure 1; column 2, lines 14 - 15), at least one cooling unit for cooling 
said cable (item 20 - figure 1 ; column 2, lines 7 - 8), and a drying stage positioned 
downstream from said at least one cooling unit (items 22, 24 - figure 1 ; column 2, lines 
10-13). Solomon, however, does not teach the presence of a filter support plate nor a 
filtration unit in conjunction with the breaker plate. 

In a method to remove foreign particles from an elastomeric material being 
discharged from an extruder, Greenstreet, et al. teach the use of a screen assembly or 
filter support plate provided with slotted flow passages, such that the flow passages are 
parallel to the inlet direction of the composition to be filtered (figures 17 and 18; column 
3, lines 20 - 25, 30 - 35). In addition, the filter support plate (item 80 - figure 17) 
consists of a dish-shaped one piece metal member with an outer annular ring and a 
dome-shaped central portion (column 8, lines 25 - 27). There is a series of elongated 



Application/Control Number: 10/787,209 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1722 

slots provided for the passage of the filtered elastomeric material (column 8, lines 28 - 
35). Furthermore, there is a dish-shaped metal mesh screen, complementary in shape 
to the support (item 81 - figure 18), which is draped on and supported by the support 
member (figure 18; column 8, lines 37-45). The use of the support member with the 
elongated slots, in contrast to the previously-used perforated plates reduces 
considerably the amount of back pressure generated in the elastomeric material, and 
thus, provides a more rigid structure able to withstand the internal pressures created by 
the elastomeric material (column 8, lines 57 - 61). Furthermore, the use of the mesh 
screen filters out any foreign particles from the elastomeric material (column 1, lines 10 
- 15). This reads on the Applicant's claims that the filtration unit has a filter support 
plate, comprising an internal surface and a plurality of elements which protrude 
therefrom and define a plurality of sectors between and within which the filtered 
composition flows, and wherein said plurality of sectors define at least one passage for 
the filtered composition that is substantially parallel to the inlet direction of the 
composition to be filtered. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time of the Applicant's invention to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the apparatus of Solomon with the filter 
assembly of Greenstreet, et al. for the purposes of providing a filter assembly that not 
only filters out foreign matter from the elastomeric material but also withstands the back 
pressures generated by the extruded elastomeric material as taught by Greenstreet, et 
al. 
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Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Solomon 
in view of Greenstreet, et al. and further in view of Marin (U.S. 5,182,066). Solomon and 
Greenstreet, et al. teach the characteristics previously described, but do not teach that 
the extruder apparatus have a crosslinking unit. 

In a method to apply a layer of insulation around an electrical cable core, Marin 
teaches the use of an extruder apparatus. Marin also teaches that a cross-linking 
section may be used in which a cross-linking agent is added to the heated plastic and 
subsequently mixed (column 3, lines 39 - 40). This reads on the Applicant's claim that 
the apparatus be comprised of at least one crosslinking unit positioned before said at 
least one cooling unit. 

It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the extruding apparatus of Solomon configured with the filtering device 
of Greenstreet, et al. to further incorporate the cross-linking section of Marin for the 
purpose of adding a cross-linking agent to the melted plastic. 

Claim 26 is rejected as being unpatentable over Solomon in view of Greenstreet, 
et al., and further in view of Portinari. (U.S. 4,673,540). Solomon and Greenstreet, et al. 
teach the characteristics previously described but do not teach that the extruder have a 
system of pulleys, gears or pulleys and gears. 

In a method to cover an optical cable with plastic having helical grooves in its 
surface, Portinari teaches the use of a pulley mounted to freely rotate on a support 
extending from a shaft driven by a gear to advance the cable into and out of the 
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extruder (column 4, lines 25 - 26). This reads on the Applicant's claim that the at least 
one conducting element is subjected to a constant pull by a system of pulleys, gears, or 
pulleys and gears. 

It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to modify the extruding apparatus of Solomon and Greenstreet, et al. with the 
system of pulleys and gears of Portinari for the purpose of moving the cable through the 
production line at a constant pace as taught by Portinari. 

Claim 27 is rejected as being unpatentable over Solomon in view of Greenstreet, 
et al., further in view of Portinari and further in view of Rosato ("Extruding Plastic, A 
practical processing handbook", 1998). Solomon, Greenstreet, et al. and Portinari teach 
the characteristics previously described, but do not teach that the cable is subjected to a 
pull of between 600 and 1500 m/min, respectively. 

In the above-listed handbook, Rosato teaches that typical output rates of 
extruders for coating cable can be at least 1300 m/min for certain products, which is 
within the range stated above by the Applicant. Thus, it is known to one of ordinary skill 
in the art that the range stated above is typical and can be attainable by conventional 
. tension capstans, pulleys or gears. 

It would have been obvious therefore, to modify the extruder of Solomon with the 
filtration unit of Greenstreet, et al. to further incorporate the pulleys/gears of Portinari to 
operate such a system of pulleys/gears within the range of 600 and 1500 m/min for the 
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purpose of controlling the output rate of the extruder and its associated equipment as 
discussed by Rosato. 

Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments filed on December 20, 2005 have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. Applicant argues that claim 27, as written, which states 
"...subjecting the at least one conducting element to a pull between 600 m/min and 
1500 m/min..." is an operational limitation not a method limitation and provides a 
structural limitation to the apparatus, since one of ordinary skill in the art would have to 
give thought to the type of pulley/gear system and configuration of such pulleys/gears, 
such that the configuration would produce a pull between 600 m/min and 1500 m/min. 
However, Examiner still disagrees. If Applicant is arguing that a specific configuration is 
necessary to maintain such a constant pull, then the specific configuration, type of 
pulley/gear system or components of such a system should be identified in the claim. If 
such components are identified, then the claim would properly recite a structural or 
physical limitation. 

In addition, Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 20 - 25 and 28 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant has 
argued that the apparatus of Miki, et al. teaches away from the use of a porous filter 
support plate, since Miki, et al. states it is unnecessary to use such a plate in 
conjunction or in lieu of his filtering device and therefore, Miki, et al. fails to teach a filter 
support plate used in conjunction with a filter. Examiner agrees and has cited the art of 
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Greenstreet, et al. Greenstreet, et al. teach the use of a filter (or screen) support 
member with a screen mesh to serve the dual purposes of withstanding the internal 
pressures generated by the flowing elastomeric material and for filtering foreign 
particulate from such material (column 8, lines 55 - 65). In addition, Greenstreet, et al. 
teach that it is common in various industries to use a breaker plate screen support with 
screen packs to filter out the foreign matter; however, previous breaker plate screen 
supports fail to withstand the high pressures generated during extrusion and thus, 
excess heat is generated within the stream of elastomeric material (column 1 , lines 40 - 
45; column 2, lines 35 - 40). Therefore, though Solomon only shows a breaker plate, the 
reference of Greenstreet, et al. shows that the use of a breaker plate in conjunction with 
a mesh screen is known to those of ordinary skill in the art. Furthermore, Greenstreet, et 
al. further shows that his screen assembly, comprised of the filter support plate and 
mesh screen serves to withstand the high pressures created by the elastomeric material 
while filtering out foreign matter. In addition, Greenstreet, et al. also teach that his filter 
assembly can be utilized with various size screen mesh, since change-out of the mesh 
is only required without modifying the filter support member (column 3, lines 17 - 20). 
Thus, Examiner has shown that the breaker plate of Solomon can be configured to use 
the filter assembly of Greenstreet, et al. With the newly-applied reference of 
Greenstreet, et al., Examiner has again cited the references of Marin, Portinari, and 
Rosato for the subsequent dependent claims. 
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Conclusion 



16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Maria Veronica D. Ewald whose telephone number is 
571-272-8519. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 8 - 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Duane Smith can be reached on 571-272-1 166. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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